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In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-6, 8-1 1, 13, 16-18, 20-27, 29, .•■3-.: 
and 32-46. By this paper, claiml and 16 are amended. Claims 1-6, 8-11, 13, 16-18, 20- 
27, 29, and 32-46 remain pending in the present application and are believed to be in 

' condition for allowance. In view the following remarks. Applicants respect flilly request ...-^ Nj^vr- 

^ reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims. . • { c« 

Claims 1-23 and 25-29 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-23 and 25-29 under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
anticipated by Leung et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,272,577, hereafter refeired to as "the Leung 
reference") in view of Guttag (U.S. Patent No. 5,761 ,726, hereafter referred to as "the ... . 

Guttag reference'*)- Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

' ' Legal Precedent 

First, the burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness falls on the 
Examiner. Exparte IVolters and Kuypers, 2] 4 U,S,F.Q. 735 (PTOBd. App. 1979). 
Obviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention absent some teaching or suggestion supporting the combination. 
ACS Hospilal Systems, Inc, v. Montefiore Hospital, 221 U.S.P.Q. 929, 933 (Fed. Cir. 
1984), The mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not render the 
resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirabilny of the 
combination. In re Mills, 16 U.S.P.Q.2d. 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Accordingly, to establish 
a prima facie case, the Examiner must not only show that the combination includes all 
the claimed elements, but also a convincing line of reason as to why one of ordinary skill 
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in the=^art- would have found the claimed invention to have been\qbvious in light,oi?:the • - • 
teachings of the references. Ex parte Clapp, 227 U.S.P.Q. 972 (B.P.A.L 1985). ). :-,The • 
Examiner must provide objective evidence, rather than subjective belief and unknown 
authority, of the requisite motivation or suggestion to combine or. modify the cited 
references. In re Lee, 61 U.S.P.Q.2d, 1430 (Fed. Cir. 2002);- a i e nor- 



Independent Claim 1 

With respect to independent claim 1, the Examiner stated, in pertinent part: 

However, Leung does not specifically teach 
associating each of the plurality of target devices with a 
single base address, wherein the same single base address is 
associated with each of the plurality of target devices as 
recited in the claim. 

Guttag discloses associating each of the plurality of 
target devices with a single base address, wherein the same 
single base address is associated with each of the plurality of 
target devices [col. 172, lines 48-55] to generate addresses • 
for read/write access to data stored within a plurality of 
memories (col. 5, 11. 40-45). 

Office Action, pgs. 4 and 5, 



Independent claim 1 recites, inter alia, "associating each of the pUirality of target 
devices with a single base address^ wherein the same single base address is associated 
with each of the plurality of target devices', sending a multicast transaction Ironi the 
initiator device to the plurality of target devices, wherein sending the multicast transaction 
comprises sending a multicast transaction to the single base address associated with each 
of the plurality of target devices.** (Emphasis added). 
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, :rr.-^:^-As admitted bythe^Examiner, the Leung reference fails toJ^teaefe associatingteach 
of the -plurality of target devices with a single base address, wherein .the same singleihase 
address is associated with each of the plurality of target devices as recited in the claim." * 
Office Action, page 4. Furthermore, Applicants assert that the Guttag reference fails to. . 
obviate this deficiency of the Leung reference. Specifically, Guttag; does not disclose * ^ i 
associating each of the plurality of target devices with a single base, address, wherein the 
single base address is associated with each of the plurality of target devices, as set forth in 
claim 1 . 



In making the rejection, it appears that the Examiner is looking at single phrase in 

the Guttag reference containing **base address" and taking it out of context. However, 

Applicants assert that when taken in context, it is clear that the Guttag reference does not 

disclose the features attributed to it by the Examiner. Claim 1 of the Guttag reference, a 

portion of which is referenced by the Examiner, is reproduced herein its entirety. 

A multi-processing system comprising: 
a plurality of m memories, each of said memories 
having a unique addressable memory portion fixed upon 
manufacture within a single memory address space; 

a plurality of n processors, where n is less than m and 
each of said n processors has a predetermined plurality of 
coixesponding memories, said predetemiined plurality of 
corresponding memories corresponding to each processor 
having a corresponding fixed base address within said single 
memory address space, each of said processors capable of 
generating any address within said single memory address 
space for read/write access to data stored within said single 
memory address space for read/write access to data stored 
within s?.id plurality of m memories in accordance with 
received instructions, a base address instruction executing on 
any one of said plurality of n processors generating said base 
address of said predetermined plurality of memories 
corresponding to said one processor; 
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- : r.: ixr^^zv^. ' E' swjtch mBtrfx connccted to said plurality oPm-*-"* n\v.n.- . . - - 

memories and said plurality of n processors responsive to an . • 

• " • address generated by said processors to selectively route h:-: ' - -v 

data between a one of said plurality of n processors and a 
one of said plurality of m memories w^hose unique ■ • 

addressable memory portion encompasses said address. 

Guttag, coL 172, lines 43-67 (emphasis added). 

* ' As'can be seen, the Guttag reference is directed to a multi-processing system with 
multiple memories where switches route requests from one of the processors to the 
appropriate memory. See id. Each processor is associated with a plurality of memories 
sharing the same base address within a single memory space. Id. Stated differently, each 
processor is associated with a base address which is shared by a plurality of memories. 
See id. As such» Guttag does not disclose associating each of the phu-ality of target devices 
with a single base address, wherein the single base address is associated with each of (he 
plurality of target devices. Therefore, the Guttag reference does not obviate the deficiency 
of die Leung reference, with respect to claim 1. 

Accordingly, tlie Leung reference and the Guttag reference, taJcen alone or in 
hypothetical combination, do not disclose all the features of independent claim 1. As such. 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the Section 103 rejection and allowance of 
claim 1 and all claims depending therefrom. 

Independent claim 9 

In rejecting independent claim 9 the Examiner stated: 

Leung et al. discloses, a method for transacting data 
stored in memory between an initiator device and detecting a 
multicast transaction request [multiple bank operations such 
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. j^^vvT?=r~as- broadcast- write and interleaved access possible; a~^ r^ v-wni;^ • 

memory device able to handle a broadcast write bandwidth .i: .i* 

V/. of 36 gigabytes per second and 36 memory operations . , . l-:, u.*:^. • . 

simultaneously; col. 5, lines 27-31]; accessing a first portion 
of memory by a first target device associated with the first 
portion of memory in response to the multicast transaction 
request[when a memory read or write command is decoded, .,v^- . 
each memory module is addressed, go into an idle state until 
the read or write transaction is finished; coL 19, lines 42-47t|f;^ 
" ■ accessing a second portion of memory by a second target * • - 
. -v/ rdevice associated with the second portion of memory • -,-, rOv'. , 
concurrently with access to the first portion of memory in : ? 
response to the multicast transaction request wherein the 
first and second portions of memory are accessed with a 
single base address associated with the first target device and 
the second target device [a first field contains a base address 
which identifies the memory module by communication 
address. A second field contains an address which identifies 
the memory array witliin the memory module, col. 10, lines 
21-25; the present invention groups at least two memory 
arrays or banks into a memory module and connects all the . 
memory nr^odules to a bus; col. 4, lines 20-24; in each 
memoiy module, a programmable identification register 
contains the base address of the memory module and a 
mechanism which decommissions the module from acting 
on certain memory access; col. 5, lines 5-8], 

Office Action, pgs. 8 and 9. 

Independent claim 9 recites, inter alia, "accessing a first portion of memory by a 
first target device in response to the multicast transaction request; and accessing a second 
portion of memory by a second target device concurrently with the access to the first 
portion of memory in response to the multicast transaction request, wherein the first and 
second portions of memory are accessed with a single base address associated with both 
the first target device and the second target device,'' (Emphasis added). 



As mentioned above with regard to claim 1, the Examiner admitted that the Leung 
reference fails to disclose "associating each of the plurality of target devices with a single 
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v*ti?: ' base address, wherein the-same single base address is associated with each of the.phtraMlry- nasu--H'i = 

- of target devices." Applicants agree with the Examiner in this regai'd. However, inn?.:.:. : 

rejecting independent claim 9 the Examiner does not cite to any reference other than the 
Leung reference for the claim feature 'Svherein the first and second portions of memory are . 
accessed with a single base address associated with both the first targetidevice.cinddhe.'v • • • 
second target device." Despite the Examiner's apparent failure to cite to the Guttagltio:! .' • • 
reference, AppHcants address thd rejection in view of tlie Guttag reference. 

hi sharp contrast to claim. 9, the Leung reference clearly does not disclose the above 
mentioned features of claim 9. The cited portions of the Leung reference disclose a base 
address being associated with the memory module and another address associatedjvyith the 
memory array within the module. See Office Action, page 8; the Leung reference, col. 10, 
lines 21-25, The base address is used to address a single module and a second address to 
access a particular array within the single module. See id, Leung does not disclose, 
however, yzr.s/ and second portions of memory being accessed with a single base address 
associated with both the first target de\nce and the second target device^ as set forth in 
claim 9. 

The Guttag reference failis to obviate the deficiencies of the Leung reference. 
Specifically, as discussed above,, the Guttag reference discloses each processor being 
associated with a base address which is shared by a plurality of memories. See Guttag, col. 
1 72, lines 43-67. However, Guttag does noi disclose a single base address associated with 
both a first target device and a second target device. Accordingly, the Leung reference and 
the Guttag reference, taken alone or in hyj-joihetical combination, do not disclose all the 
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v«s£rK?j^ features of independent claim 9. As suchr Applicants respeetfully-n-equest withdrawal of' - • . . a rmHcasv 

. v:: the rejection under Section 103 arid allowance of claim 9, as weli-as all claims depending - -ae :; 

therefrom. ^-c-i'm- .» 



r. >. Independent claim 16 , . / ,j -r.v.^v,. . . . . 

With respect to independent claim 16, the Examiner Stated: > - Wf r :»'>. (ijt ' ' » 

[T]he rationale in the rejection of claim 1 is herein 
incorporated. Leung et al. flirther discloses, a computer 
system comprising a bus [memory device and allowing each 
memory module to have a communication address on the I/O 
bus system; coL 4,ilines 54-56]; an initiator device coupled to 
the communicatioris bus for initiation a transaction request [ 
all memory transactions are initiated by either I/O module 
104 or by devices connected to I/O bus 106; col. 7, lines 45- 
. : 46]; and a plurality of target devices coupled to the ' .v: . , 

communications for executing the transaction request, the 

plurality of target devices executing the transaction request ..... ^ . 

by each target device concurrently responding to a portion of 

the transaction request by each target device concurrently 

responding to a portion so the transaction request to the 

plurality of target devices using a single base address 

associated with the plurality of target devices [a first field 

contains a base address which identifies the memory module 

by communication- address. A second field contains an 

address which identifies the memory array within the 

memory module. coLlO, lines 21-25; a memoi^ device in 

which a single input data stream can be simultaneously 

written to multiple memory arrays; col. 3, lines 63-65; a 

memory device in accordance with the present invention 

provides multiples commands, one after another , to different 

arrays; col. 25, lines 15-17; abase address which identifies 

the memory module; col. 10, lines 20-23; the memory 

modules are equipped with independent address and 

command decoders so tliat they function as independent 

units, each with dieir own base address; the present invention 

groups at least two memory arrays or banks into a memory 

modules and connects all the memory modules to a bus: col. 

4, lines 20-24]. 



Office Action, pg. 10. 
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-u-: Independent claim 1 6 recites, m/er ^z/ta, "a plurality of target devices coupl ed, to the , r . 
bus wherein each of tlie plurality of target devices concurrently executes a portion of the 
transaction request, wherein the initiator device is configured to.multicast the transaction 

requestUo the plurality of target devices using a single base-address associated with the - . ■ 
' - . plurality of target devices, wherein the same single base address lisxassociated with each of ht, 
the plurality of target devices'^ (Emphasis added). 

The Leung reference doek not disclose the above recited featiu es of claim 16. 
Indeed, the Examiner admitted that the Leung reference fails to disclose "associating each 
of the plurality of target devices with a single base address, wherein the same single base ii 
address is associated with each of the plurality of target devices.!'.. Similarly, the Leung 
reference does not disclose a single base address associated with each of the plurality of 
target devices, as set forth in claim 1 6. Additionally, the Guttag reference fails to obviate 
tlie deficiencies of the Leung reference in this regard. Specifically, the Guttag reference 
only discloses each processor being associated with a base address which is shared by a 
plurality of memories. See the Guttag reference, col. 172, lines 43-67. As such, the Leung 
reference and the Guttag referende, taken alone or in hypothetical combination do not 
disclose **a single base address associated with the plurality of target devices^ wherein the 
same single base address is associated with each of the plurality of target devices,^^ as set 
forth in independent claim 16. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal ol 
Section 103 rejection and allowance of independent claim 16, as well as all claims 
depending therefrom. 
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Independent Claim 25 r-inendenrzz:!:^^ ^r-.^r^r 

With respect to Independent claim 25, the Examiner stated: v hh ;itip!i2ii.ic: 

[T]he ratidnale in the rejection of claim 1 is herein rj i, :j- 

incorporated. Leiing et aL further discloses a computer 

system comprising a processor, a bus coupled to the ovs ^ m: .. h 

processor [tlie twc> processors can reside on the same bus 

Viif.:- using the same memory modvile; col. 10, lines 40-42]; an rj : ; . . / 

initiator device coupled to the bus for issuing a multicast ' 
. . : .v-4^;vtransaction, and a plurality of target devices coupled to thci i£ . • * 
bus for executingithe multicast transaction with concuiTent 
data responses from a plurality of interleaved memoi-y 
regions, wherein the initiator device is configured to 
multicast the transaction request to the plurality of target 
devices using a single base address associated with the 
plurality of target-devices [ail memory transactions are 
initiated by either^I/O module 1 04 or by devices connected 
to I/O bus 106; cdl. 7, lines 45-46; multiple bank operations 
such as broadcast^write and interleaved access possible. A 
memory device able to handle a broadcast write bandwidth 
of 36 gigabytes per second and 36 memory operations 
« simultaneously; cbl. 5, lines 27-31; a first field contains a 

base address whidh identifies the memory module by 
communication address; col. 10, lines 21-25; the present 
invention groups at least two memory arrays or banks into a 
memory module md connects all the memory modules to a 
bus; col. 4, lines 2^0-24; in each memory module, a 
programmable identification register contains the base 
address of the memory module and a mechanism which 
decommissions the module from acting on certain memory 
access; col. 5, lin^s 5-8]. 

Office Action, pgs. 1 1 and 12. 



Independent claim 25 recites, inter alia, "a plurality of target devices coupled to the 
bus, the plurality of target devices configured to execute the multicast transaction with 
concurrent data responses from a plurality of interleaved memory regions, wherein the 
initiator device is configured to rnuliicast the transaction request to the plurality of target 
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- ' devices using a single base addrehs-associated withthe plurality of target devices, whereinr^^^i};.->' ^i^un-ir- 

-^L . . the same single base address, is aisociaied with each of the plurality of target devices,'L\ ... -^iv . , i::Lft:h .v.- 

In sharp contrast, the Leurig reference does not disclose the above recited features jjiUi s .i.* . 
• of claim 25. Indeed, the Examiri^ admitted that the Leung reference fails to disclose ^ir?i;i^j: .ioj t t 

"associating each of the plurality '0Ctarget devices widi a single base addi'ess, wherein thdi't v'din . i 
same single base address is associ^ated with each of the plurality of tai'get devices." 
Similarly, the Leung reference does not disclose a single base address associated with each 
of the plui*ality of target devices, ks set forth in claim 25. Additionally, the Guttag 
reference fails to obviate the defidiiencies of the Leung reference in this regard. 
Specifically, the Guttag reference^bnly discloses each processor being associated ..with a lv.- 
base address which is shared by aj-plurality of memories. See the Guttag reference, col. 
1 72, lines 43-67. As such, the Leiing reference and the Guttag reference, taken alone or in 
hypothetical combination do not disclose single base address associated with the i»n^ »t 
plurality of target devices, wherein the same single base address is associated with each of 
the plurality of target devices/^ a^lset forth in independent claim 25. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of Section 103 rejection and allowance oT 
independent claim 25, as well as ^1 claims depending therefrom. 

Independent claim 33 

Additionally, the Examined rejected claims 33-38 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over the Leung reference in view of the Guttag reference and further in 
view of the Gupta reference (U.SSPat. No. 6,405,286). Applicants respectfully traverse 
the rejection. 
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:^v.- With-respect to independent claim 33, the Examiner Stated: ,v:rh rrv. / r.s n-. vr.- v-^ . : . -mt 

[T]he ratiG^nale in tlie rejection of claim I is herein * 
incorporated. Hoj^vever, Leung and Guttag do not 

specifically teach^k method comprising dividing a section of - » ^mm 

memory into a plurality of interleaved memory regions as i ■ 

required by the cl&im. --^ " •* i - • • - 

Gupta discloses a method comprising dividing a tr - . ; r-Smn 

section of memor^ regions [col. 6, lines 20-24] so that . » . 

multiple CPUs teiid not to access the same memory bank at 
the same time (col. 6, 11 23-26). 

Office Action pgs. 15-16^ 

Lidependent claim 33 reqites, inter aliuy "associating the plurality of target devices 
with a single base memoiy address, wherein the same single base memory address is 
associated with each of the plurdlity of target devices.^^ (Emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfially 4*sert that several features of independent claim 33 are not 
disclosed by the Leung, Guttag Ad Gupta references, taken alone or in conjunction with 
each other. As described above .^ith regard to claim 1 , the Leung reference does not 
disclose the same single base address as recited in independent claims 33 and 36. 
Moreover^ the Examiner admittei& as much in the rejection of claim 1 . Additionally, the 
Guttag reference does not obviate this deficiency of the Leung reference, as discussed in 
detail above. Furthermore, it is elear that the Gupta reference does not obviate this 
deficiency. The Gupta referenc^Jmerely discloses a system which interleaves memorx' 
such that "multiple CPUs tend riht to access the same memory bank at the same time," 
Gupta, col. 6, lines 22-25 (emphasis added). Indeed, the Gupta reference discloses a 
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plurality of memory buses that cafi-'simultaneously perform mrfe/^^ -nn r»i^- « ■ 

transactions^ but where a single rriemory transaction can be active on only one of those • r^r^c- - . . : r 

memory buses at any given time. %lee id. at col. 16, lines 1 7-23. As such, the Gupta 

reference does not disclose that a single base memory address is associated with each of - 

the plurality of target devices, as set forth in claim 33. Accordingly, thebeung; Guttag and ' ' 

Gupta referehtesftiaken alone or i& hypothetical combination; do iiot disclosf all the* ♦ 

features of independent claim 33.ijAs such. Applicants assert the Examiner has not 

established a prima facie case of c^bviousness with regard to independent claim 33. 

Therefore, Applicants respectfuUx request withdrawal of the rejection under Section 1 03 

and allowance of claims 33 and 3|, as well as all claims depending therefrom. 

Independent claim 36 • — ' 

The Examiner rejected cl^ 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over the Leung reference in view jpf the Guttag reference and the Gupta reference. 

Specifically, the Examiner stated^ 

As per claiith 36 the rationale in the rejection of claim 
1 is herein incorporated. Gupta further discloses a tangible 
machine readable ihedium comprising code to initialize a 
plurality of device| [col. 11, lines 36-39]; and code to 
associate the single base address with a plurality of 
interleaved meraoiy regions [col. 6, lines 21-23]; col. 12, 
lines 44-55]. 

Office Action, pages 16-li7. 

Applicants respectfiilly tratverse the rejection. Independent claim 36 recites, inter 
alia, "A tangible machine readabje medium comprising. . .code to configure the plurality of 
devices to associate a single basdaddress with the pkirality of devices; and code to 
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.«-,«r-,-;f^. associate the single base addresst#ithva plurality of interleaved memory regions,* whereinwjJvri^K^^njni untt: 

K 
\\- 

jLTJi . the same single base address is associated with eachof the plurality of interleaved - . .Auctiiv - «; ui 

, . memoryf regions'' (Emphasis added). ; v ... .v . 

As discussed aboye, the rejection of claim 1 is flawed. Specifically, the Leung. /Bjr;ci:if.iT. r.. 
reference and the Guttag referenc^, taken alone or in hypothetical combination do nott -.l-,:. iiiiCe.^i ; • 
disclose the same single base address being associated with each of the plurality of tai'get 
devices. The Gupta reference faife to obviate the deficiencies of the Leung and Guttag 
references in this regard, as set fo|th above with respect to claim 33. As such, the Leung 
reference, the Guttag reference, aSd the Guttag reference, taken alone or in hypothetical 
combination, fail to disclose the s&me single base address being associated with each of j : 
the plurality of interleaved memory regions. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request .... 
withdrawal of the rejection underiSection 103 and allowance of independent claim 36, as 
well as all claiins depending therdfrom. • :i» 

Independent Claim 32 

The Examiner rejected cMm 32 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over the Gupta reference in view pf the Bianer reference. Specifically, the Examiner 

stated: p 

Though Giipta discloses each of the devices 
simultaneously ac(|;bsses interleaved memory region in 
response to a singlib transaction requests [two or more 
memory buses cai^ach perform memory transactions 
simultaneously, with each memory bus coupled to one or 
more memory busjsegments, wherein a single memory 
transaction can belactive on a single memory bus segment at 
any give time, andfeach memory bus segment is coupled to 
one or more interleaved memory banks; col. 1 6, 11 15-23]; 
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'.^^ 'f^.rtsBv^zn .i =rBlaner also discloses each of the devices- simultaneously tt wrjnc- v.?.-. « 

accesses its associjated interleaved memory region in > 
. : response to a single transaction requests [interleaved ibii^rc--- :. i • - : 

memory banks wherein a group of the interleaved memory 
banks are accessible in parallel in response to a single ; • . 

access; col. 8, 1 1 |i2'26] to allow simultaneous access to 
' - mul tiple pages of ttiemory and reduce latency (col. 2, II 65- • 

67). 

Office Action pg. 1 4. | 



Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Claim 32 recites, inter alia, "a 
plurality of devices, wherein eacH^of the pliurality of devices is associated with one of the 
interleaved memory regions and ^herein each of the devices simultaneously accesses its 
associated interleaved memory region in response to a single transaction request. 

Applicants respectfully assert that the Gupta reference fails to disclose all the 
elements of claim 32 and, furtheriithat the Blaner reference fails to obviate the deficiencies 
of the Gupta reference. Specifically, with regard to the Gupta reference, contrary to the 
Examiner's assertions, the Gupta-reference merely discloses a system which interleaves 
memory such that *'multiple CPUS tend not to access the same memory bank at the same 
time," Gupta, col, 6, lines 22-25 (|mphasis added). The Gupta reference explains that "tlie 
memory access pattems associated witli multi -cached line interleaving will tend to be 
independent and unrelated.'^ Id. ^t lines 24-26. Indeed, the Gupta reference discloses a 
plurality of memory buses that can 5;imultaneously perfonn independent memory 
iransaciionSy but where a single memory transaction can be active on only one of /hose 
memory^ btises at any given time. Sec id. at col. 16, lines 17-23. As such, there is 
absolutely no mention in the Guptti reference of simultaneous accesses by each of the 
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..pRluraliJyjof devices ^!inrres/^ the single transaction. reiqi^e&t^s-^^^^^ in-olaim 32' - 

(emphasis added). Format least this reason. Applicants respectfully assert that tfie Gupta . , ^ 
reference does not disclose the al^pve-recited features of claim 32. - * i 

-.r-The Blaner reference fail^fto obviate the deficiencies of the Gupta reference in this - . 
regard^ Specifically, tlie Blaner reference discloses a first storageimechanism that can . 
access a group of memory banlcs in parallel. Blaner, col. 8, lines 22-27. - However, there is 
no mention in the Blaner referenc'e of a plurality of devices, much less a plurality of 
devices where each simultaneousty accesses its associated interleaved memory region in 
response to a single transaction request^ as set forth in claim 32. As such, the Gupta 
reference and the Blaner referencf, taken alone or in hypothetical combination, fail to 
disclose all the features of claim $2. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the Section 103 rejection and allowance of claim 32. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request tK^t the Examiner withdraw thcSection 1 03 rejection 
based on the Gupta reference andlthe Blaner reference and allow independent claim 32. 

Claims 24 and 39-46 

Applicants respectfully assiert that the Examiner has not established a prima facie 

% 

case of obviousness with regard to dependent claims 24 and 39-46. The Examiner rejected 
claim 24 as obvious over the Leutig reference in view of the Guttag reference and the 
Cannichael reference and rejected^ claims 39-46 as obvious over the Leung reference in 
view of the Guttag reference and ihe Olarig reference. However, as described above, the 
Leung and Guttag references cleaf-ly do not disclose those claim features attributed to it by 
the Examiner. In view of this def^tiency, the Examiner*s Section 103 rejections of claims 
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24 and -39-46v*which are based :uppn the Examiner's mistaken interprctiatiomof the LeungJ^tii' .* 
and Guttag. references, cannot establish a prima facie case of obviousness.'' As- such, 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the Section 103 rejections of claims 24 and :* 
39-46. - 



I 
I 
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Conclusion 



Applicants respectfully si(bmit'that all pending claims are in condition Forfn^ ' 
allowance. However, if the Exar#iner wishes to resolve any other issues by way of a 
telephone conference, the Examiifer is kindly invited to contact the undersigned attorney at 
the telephone number indicated bfelow. 



Respectflilly submitted, 



Date: April 24. 2007 



Michael G. Fletcher 
Registration No. HJll 
(281)970-4545 



Correspondence Address: 

IP Administration 

Legal Department. M/S 35 | 

HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 

P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, CO 80527-2400 
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